


Roadshow Films v 

iiNet

Copyright Society of Australia

Michael Hall



òDespite the legislatureõs 

attempt to simplify the relevant 

considerationsé the law of 

authorisation has continued to 

grow more complex and 

unwieldyé



éa litany of competing and 

contrasting considerations, 

with one statement of principle 

frequently matched with a 

contradictory one.  The 

authority on authorisation has 

become a mire.ó



iiNet

ÂThe facts

ÂThe technology

ÂThe issues



Basic Facts of iiNet

ÂAFACT

ÂDtecNet

ÂBitTorrent

ÂAFACT Reports

Â iiNet response

ÂTrap purchases

Â the guilty 20



BitTorrent

ÂBitTorrent Client

Â .torrent files

ÂFile hash and piece hash

ÂSwarms

ÂScraping and handshaking

ÂContrast to Kazaa



Issues

ÂPrimary infringement by iiNet

ÂPrimary infringement by iiNet users

ÂCopying

ÂMaking available

ÂTransmitting

ÂAuthorisation

ÂSafe Harbour



Infringement by Users

ÂTrap purchasers

ÂOther users: making available

ÂTransmission

ÂCopying



ôMake Available onlineõ

ÂOne or Many?

ÂSeparate the ôsubstantive acts of 

personsõ from the technical process

ÂNo ôtemporal aspectõ?



Electronically Transmit

ÂSubstantial part and BitTorrent

ÂTransmit to whom?

ÂIs point-to-point transmission òto the 

publicó?

ÂôThe Solutionõ ða broad approach



ôThe Solutionõ ða broad approach

òéwrong to focus on each individual piece of 

the file transmitted within the swarm as an 

individual example of an electronic 

transmission.  The BitTorrent system does 

not exist outside of the aggregate, since a 

person seeks the whole of the file, not a 

piece of it.  The transmission occurs 

between the iiNet user and the swarméó

(at 310-311) 


